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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The amendment filed 02/08/2008 has been entered. Claims 1-11, 17-23, and 39-43 are 
pending in this application. Claims 12-16 and 24-38 have been cancelled. Claims 42 and 43 are 
new. Claims 1, 17, 18, 22, 23, and 39-41 have been amended. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement filed 02/08/2008 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non-patent 
literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other information or that 
portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



4. Claims 1,2, 10, 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ho et al. 
(US 5,727,951, hereinafter Ho). 
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Re claim 1 : Ho discloses a system for evaluating relationships between learning targets, 
wherein each learning target is a discrete learnable concept (i.e. line items and relationship-items, 
see col. 3, line 34 - col. 4, line 64), the system comprising means for creating a learning map, 
which comprises an acyclic directed network that expresses learning target dependencies 
including precursor and postcursor relationships between learning targets, wherein a first 
learning target is a precursor of a second learning target if lack of knowledge of the first learning 
target implies a lack of knowledge of the second learning target and a first learning target is a 
postcursor of a second learning target if knowledge of the first learning target implies knowledge 
of the second learning target (see col. 4, lines 42-64), and means for assessing whether the 
learning target dependencies expressed by the learning map are accurate based on assessment 
data (see col. 5, lines 27-42). 

Re claims 2, 10, and 1 1 : The teachings of Ho as applied to claim 1 above have been 
discussed. Ho further discloses means for modifying the learning map wherein the modifying 
means comprises means for modifying the learning map in response to assessing means 
determining that one or more learning target dependencies expressed by the learning map are not 
accurate (changing the mode between learnt and unlearnt, see col. 5, lines 27-42). The 
information is collected from assessments of a student (see col. 1, line 56 - col. 2, line 3). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



7. Claims 3-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ho in view of 
Srinivasan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,852,822, hereinafter Srinivasan). 

The teachings of Ho as applied to claim 1 above have been discussed. 

However, Ho fails to explicitly disclose modifying the learning map by merging 
redundant entries and splitting entries with more than one concept. 

Srinivasan teaches merging nodes and splitting nodes (see col. 6, lines 8-21). 

Therefore, in view of Srinivasan, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of Ho to merge redundant entries 
and split large entries in order to optimize the performance and efficiency of the learning map. 
Eliminating redundant entries and limiting entries to one learning target keeps makes the 
tree/map easier to read and limiting the nodes to one learning target ensures that each learning 
target is independently related to other learning targets. 



8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ho. 
The teachings of Ho as applied to claim 1 above have been discussed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/777,212 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3714 

However, Ho fails to explicitly disclose assessing whether the learning target 
dependencies expressed by the learning map are accurate includes means for assessing whether 
the learning target dependencies expressed by the learning map are accurate with respect to a 
first subset of students and means for assessing whether the learning target dependencies 
expressed by the learning map are accurate with respect to a second subset of students. 

The addition of checking learning target dependencies against another set of students 
does not add any patentable significance over claim 1 since adding another check against another 
group of students is merely duplication of parts and a new and unexpected result is not produced. 
See MPEP § 2144.04(VI). 

9. Claims 17-23 and 39-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ho in view of Sheehan (US 6,144,838). 

Re claims 17 and 18: Ho discloses a method for creating a learning map, comprising 
specifying a set of learning targets, wherein each learning target is a discrete learnable concept 
(i.e. line items and relationship-items, see col. 3, line 34 - col. 4, line 64), specifying learning 
target dependency relationships for the specified learning targets (see col. 4, lines 42-64), for 
each specified learning target, specifying the learning targets that are precursors or postcursors of 
the learning target, thereby specifying precursor/postcursor learning target pairs, wherein a first 
learning target is a precursor of a second learning target if lack of knowledge of the first learning 
target implies a lack of knowledge of the second learning target and a first learning target is a 
postcursor of a second learning target if knowledge of the first learning target implies knowledge 
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of the second learning target (see col. 4, lines 42-64) and creating or updating probabilities, 
which includes inference values based on the specified set of learning targets and the specified 
learning target dependency relationships (see Fig. 5; col. 6, lines 15-40). 

Ho fails to disclose putting the conditional probabilities in a table and displaying the 
learning map as an acyclic directed network corresponding to the conditional probability table, 
wherein the acyclic directed network comprises a node for each specified learning target and one 
or more arcs for illustrating specified learning target dependency relationships. 

However, applicant has not disclosed that arranging the probabilities in a table solves any 
stated problem or is for any particular purpose. Moreover, it appears the probabilities of Ho 
would perform equally well in a form other than a table. Accordingly, it would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified Ho such that the probabilities were placed in a table because such a modification would 
have been considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably distinguish over Ho. 

Sheehan discloses displaying an acyclic network as nodes connected by arcs (see Fig. 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to display the acyclic network of relationship-items of Ho as a map of nodes 
interconnected by arcs because such a display provides a clear visualization of the relationships 
between each item. 

Re claim 19: The teachings of Ho as applied to claim 18 above have been discussed. Ho 
inherently discloses prior to specifying a postcursor inference value and a precursor inference 
value for a precursor/postcursor learning target pair, the method comprises the step of 
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determining the postcursor inference value and the precursor inference value. Logically, the 
values must be determined before they can be specified. 



Re claims 20-23, 42, and 43: The teachings of Ho as applied to claim 19 above have been 
discussed. Ho discloses using assessment to verify the validity of the relationships (see col. 5, 
lines 27-42) and using thresholds to determine validity of relationships (see Fig. 5; col. 6, lines 
15-40). 

However, Ho fails to explicitly disclose the precursor/postcursor inference values are 
determined by dividing the number of students demonstrating mastery by the total number of 
participating students. 

Official Notice was taken in the Office Action dated 10/09/2007 that both the concept 
and advantages of using the results of student testing to determine probabilities related to 
mastery of subject material is old and well known in the art. Applying statistical analysis to a 
small sample set of students in order to provide overall probability is old and well known in the 
art. Since the applicant's traverse of the official notice is not adequate, the official noticed facts 
are now considered admitted prior art. See MPEP § 2144.03(C). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Ho by determining postcursor/precursor inference 
values by using the percentages of correct results of students in order to show the correlations 
between different subject areas. 
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Re claims 39-41 : Ho discloses a method for creating learning maps comprising creating a 
first learning map and verifying the accuracy of the first learning map (see col. 5, lines 27-42). 

However, Ho fails to explicitly disclose creating subsequent learning maps based on 
further subsets of students. 

Official Notice was taken in the Office Action dated 10/09/2007 that both the concept 
and advantages of revising a document based on further testing is old and well known in the art. 
Creating a hypothesis, experimentally testing the hypothesis, and modifying the hypothesis based 
on the testing is old and well known. Since the applicant's traverse of the official notice is not 
adequate, the official noticed facts are now considered admitted prior art. See MPEP § 
2144.03(C). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to create further 
learning maps based on earlier inaccurate learning maps and new experimental data and to check 
the new learning maps against all students subsets in order to further increase the accuracy of the 
learning maps. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-41 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 02/08/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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The examiner respectfully disagrees with the argument that the Official Notice taken in 
the previous fails to read upon the specific steps recited in claims 20-23 and 39-41 (see Remarks, 
pages 16-17. The Official Notice taken by the examiner were for the general concepts of using 
test results to determine probabilities of mastery by dividing those who mastered the concept by 
the total number of students (as applied to claims 20-23) and revising a document through 
iteration (as applied to claims 39-41). The details of steps do not produce any new or unexpected 
results. Rather, the broad concepts which were officially noticed would read on the limitations 
of the claims when applied to the primary reference (previously Sheehan, and now Ho). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the argument that Srinivasan does not disclose 
merging two or more learning targets that are determined to represent a single targeted concept 
or splitting a learning target that is determined to represent two or more concepts (see Remarks, 
page 18). The applicant is correct that Srinivasan does not deal specifically with learning maps. 
However, a learning map has a similar structure to a tree (an acyclic network of nodes), wherein 
each node represents a learning target/concept. Therefore, it would have been obvious to apply 
the old and well-known techniques of merging and splitting nodes to a learning map since such a 
modification is the use of known techniques (splitting and merging) to improve similar devices 
in the same way (trees and learning maps). 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Tatsuoka, Jay, and Kellman disclose systems of correlating educational 
requirements/test items. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin W. Lee whose telephone number is 571-270-1346. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri (8:30 - 5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Pezzuto can be reached on 571-272-6996. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



IB. W. L./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



/Ronald Laneau/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
04/28/08 



